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Abstract 
The purpose of this paper is to analyse the relationship between the main obstacles to the strategy implementation and the 
company's revenues. The main research question, to which the author sought an answer, was whether the individual elements 
hindering the strategy implementation were linked with the effects of the implementation. The studies covered 200 Polish 
companies, which had been awarded in best companies rankings (revenues on sales constituted one of the criteria for the awards) 
and thereby had achieved market success in implementing their development concepts. 
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1. Introduction 
The implementation of the strategy, which is the subject of this paper, is a timely and important issue due to the fast 
pace and the coverage of changes in the business environment, which force the necessity not only to develop but also 
to implement the strategy. The less stable the environment becomes, the greater the necessity for the implementation 
of the strategy that allows reaching the effectiveness and efficiency of the current operations and supports the 
achievement of the success in the future. The rationale for starting studies on the strategy implementation is the 
importance of the implementation actions and the assurance of consistency between the effects of executed 
implementation projects and programs and their operational results. The essential issue is especially the identification 
of the obstacles that hinder linking the current activities with their strategic implications. Therefore, the aim of this 
paper is to analyse the obstacles indicated in the literature of the subject as main killers of the strategy (Beer, Eisenstat, 
2000). This is supplemented by an additional element associated with the participation of employees and their relation 
with the company performance measured by revenues on sales. For this purpose, an analysis of the literature in this 
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field will be performed and research hypotheses will be built on this basis. The next stage will involve verifying the 
hypotheses and drawing conclusions.  
 
2. Literature Review And Hypotheses  
A change in the business environment is a reason that the elements associated with the strategy implementation, 
which were initiated by Mintzberg (1994), are still of priority importance from the viewpoint of the effective strategy 
implementation. In the strategic management concepts proposed in the literature, there clash two main trends, in which 
a stress is put on the exceptional importance of competences and resources - as the factors determining the strategy, 
and on the imperative principle of adapting to changes in the environment (Prahalad, Hamel,1990; Collins and 
Montgomery,1995), which remains in opposition. However, previous studies indicate that there is a danger of 
deepening the gap between day-to-day activities and the implementation of the strategic plan. Only 11% of managers 
is satisfied with the effects brought by strategic planning, despite the fact that 66% of them regularly take actions 
serving this purpose. Interestingly, 100% of the respondents declare making strategic decisions without taking account 
of the deadlines planned earlier (Mankins, Steele, 2006). The observe differences cause that the planned strategy 
varies significantly from the one which is implemented. As indicated by the research, up to 80% of the managing staff 
declare to have a correct strategy, but only 14% of them managed to implement it successfully (Cobbold and Lawrie, 
2001) . There are some mechanisms, which cause that managers monitor the progress in the implementation by 
analysing the indicators that show the level of current achievements and potential deviations (Simons, 1995).  Thus, 
many proposals of tools to support the implementation and strategic control process have been created. A mention 
should also be made here about Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan, Norton, 1996)  or the Strategic Execution Framework 
(SEF) model based on the project portfolio strategic management (Morgan, Levitt and Malek, 2007). However, the 
results of the most recent studies suggest that the efforts of the managing staff should focus not only on creating and 
monitoring the company performance indicators, but should also ensure the integration of elements such as effective 
communication and support for the employees (Ho, et. al. 2013).  In order to perform a comprehensive analysis of 
these difficult to measure obstacles to effective implementation of the strategy, at first it is worth to base on the 
catalogue proposed by Beer and Eisenstat (2000), which describes six elements that are crucial from the viewpoint of 
the authors. 
 
First of these elements is top down or laissez – faire senior management style. Hrebiniak (2005) and Brenes and 
Molina (2008) also pay attention to this fact, emphasizing that the engagement and active participation in the 
implementation of the strategy are key elements contributing to its success. Many authors point out to the role of an 
appropriate management style in implementation actions. It's crucial here to exert an influence on the employees so 
that they take actions desirable from the viewpoint of the strategy implementation (Speculand, 2009). As emphasized 
by Bushardt, Lambert and Duhon (2007), the task of managers should basically boil down to influencing the 
organizational culture rather than individual employees, because their behavior and involvement are just a derivative 
of the culture prevailing in a given company. The engagement of managers in the strategy implementation should 
therefore the identification of the supporting factors as well as the factors that have a negative impact on building the 
culture of engagement (Bushardt, Glascoff, Doty, 2011). This allowed formulating the following research hypothesis: 
H1: There is a relationship between the senior management's failure to take actions supporting the strategy 
implementation and the results achieved by the company. 
 
The second element is Unclear strategy or conflicting priorities. Hrebiniak (2006) described this obstacle as poor 
or vague strategy. Giles (1991) also mentions the insufficient strategy definition. Lendel and Varmus (2011) 
emphasize the importance of defining strategic objectives, especially in the case of the innovation strategy 
implementation. According to Allio (2005), the ideas, which cannot be efficiently transposed into concrete actions, are 
useless for the company. Rasche (2008) also mentions about the vagueness of the created plans and the paradox of 
forming a strategy. As noted by Grundy (2012), managers have often problems associated with the lack of clarity 
about the strategy itself, while the course of the entire strategic management process is also unclear to them. 
Therefore, it is worth to verify the following research hypothesis: 
H2: There is a relationship between vaguely formulated assumptions of the strategy and the results achieved by the 
company. 
265 Joanna Radomska /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  150 ( 2014 )  263 – 270 
 
The third element was defined as An ineffective senior management team. This ineffectiveness may indicate the 
lack of knowledge or skills to implement the strategy as mentioned by Hrebiniak (2008) . This factor may also be 
associated with the lack of the management's commitment in strategy implementation. That's because the literature of 
the subject does not include a unique definition of the recommended involvement method for the managing staff. This 
fact may result from a failure to define the role to be performed by them in the strategic management process (Brauer 
and Schmidt, 2008) or from an insufficient examination of the subject of key decisions associated with the strategy 
implementation to be taken by the management (Ravasi and Zanotti, 2006) . This is also indicated by the results of the 
studies conducted by McKinsey Quarterly, which point out that managing directors focus more frequently on building 
long-term development strategies (Chen et al. 2008). Other authors indicate the inefficiency of the implementation 
actions, resulting from the fact that managers do not have special skills, such as cognitive skills, self-knowledge, 
emotional resilience, or personal drive, which seem to be essential for the success in the strategy implementation 
(Meldrum, Atkinson, 1998). This allowed formulating the following hypothesis: 
H3: There is a relationship between the lack of knowledge necessary to implement the strategy among senior 
managers and the results achieved by the company. 
 
The next of the obstacles specified is Poor vertical communication. Kaplan and Norton (2005) mention this factor 
as one of the tasks executed by the Office of Strategy Management and indicate the role of communicating the 
strategy, objectives and strategic initiatives to employees. Hambrick and Canella (1989) write about insufficient 
communication as an obstacle to the strategy implementation. It is an important element, especially in the context of 
the changing environment, and thus the emerging need to modify the developed strategy (Noble, 1999). The survey 
results indicate that there is still a large percentage of companies (38%), in which managers do not inform their 
subordinates about the chosen strategic direction and the changes aimed at pursuing it (Schaap, 2006). Rapert, 
Velliquette and Garretson (2000) indicate the role of the communication and the ability to reach a consensus in 
activities aimed at the implementation of the strategy. In particular, the sense of consensus is enhanced by a high 
frequency of vertical communication, which is reflected in the organization performance measured, inter alia, with the 
use of the revenue growth rate. Therefore, the following research hypothesis has been formulated: 
H4: There is a relationship between poor or insufficient exchange of information regarding the strategy 
implementation and the results achieved by the company. 
 
Further, Beer and Eisenstat mention poor coordination across functions, businesses or borders. Hrebiniak (2008) 
calls this a need to integrate and emphasizes the importance of this element as a prerequisite for the achievement of 
company's market objectives. Gibbs Springer (2005) also indicates the coordination as one of the key factors ensuring 
the success of strategy implementation. This applies particularly to the problems associated with the choice of strategic 
initiatives, linking the strategies with specific plans, and the realization of minor goals, as well as to the problems 
related to the use of resources, delegation of decision-making powers, and sharing the responsibility (Kaplan, Norton, 
2008). Another research hypothesis is as follows: 
H5: There is a relationship between the lack of coordination and the results achieved by the company. 
 
The last of the specified elements is inadequate down the-line leadership skills and development. This obstacle has 
been identified by Lloyd -Reason et al. (2005) , especially in the context of transitional economies. This is confirmed 
by the studies conducted by Čater i Pučko (2010), which indicate that inadequate leadership skills have a negative 
impact on ROE of the companies surveyed. Noble (1999) draws attention to the importance of leadership, both formal 
and informal, also at lower levels of the organizational structure, in the context of achieving an appropriate level of 
motivation. Inadequate skills of lower-level managers are also associated with their emotional attitude to the changes 
and the desire to be involved in their implementation. As indicated by some authors (Crossan, Berdrow, 2003), the 
ability to pursue own interests (a possibility to improve the organizational status and the roles performed, or financial 
incentives) has an influence on this situation. The influence of emotions on the possibility of implementing the 
strategy is significant, due to the impact on the attitude, the way of thinking, and behavior, which in turn translate into 
organizational activities (Barsade, 2002; van Zomeren, Spears, Fischer, 2004). It seems that due to the pressure of time 
and the efficiency in using the resources, the aspect of the impact of emotions is often omitted in implementation 
activities, while it is an important element that builds the competencies of managers, especially those at a middle level 
(Huy, 2011). Therefore, the next hypothesis has been formulated: 
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H6: There is a relationship between the lack of leaders at lower levels of the organizational structure, who 
effectively motivate the staff to implement the strategy, and the results achieved by the company. 
In order to perform a full analysis of the collection of obstacles, this collection should also contain the lack of 
conscious participation of employees in the implementation work. As indicated by the results of the studies conducted 
by the author (Radomska 2012), implementation programmes should be developed with participation of the widest 
possible group of people, both management and employees of lower levels - especially useful in this regard is the 
operational staff, who can translate the strategy from the level of abstraction into the level of specific tasks and 
measures of their execution, which has a positive influence on the coordination and cooperation, as well as brings the 
effect of synergy that improves the efficiency of achieving the minor goals (Ho, Wu, Wu, 2013). However, the 
existence of the so-called paradox of flexibility is indicated. In the process of implementing the strategy, autonomous 
decisions and actions must be balanced with sufficient control by the executive staff (Ahearne, Lam, Kraus, 2013). 
Thus, the employees can determine by themselves the measures associated with the strategic objectives or propose 
strategic initiatives understood as any programmes and projects going beyond the operational activities of the 
organization, which are taken with a view of facilitating the achievement of target performance (Kaplan, Norton 
2008). Salih and Doll (2013) show that employees mention a participatory style of management as an element with a 
positive impact on the strategy implementation. This is also important due to the fact that empowerment allows 
diagnosing how employees perceive their power in the organization, and thus what type of influence they can exert on 
the implementation activities (Forrester, 2000). The last of the research hypotheses is as follows: 
H7: There is a relationship between the lack of identification of employees with the strategy implemented and the 
results achieved by the company.  
3. Methodology 
3.1. Research sample 
The group of respondents included representatives of 200 companies that have been operating for 5 years and are 
included in the list of 500 largest Polish companies in the ranking of the "Polityka" weekly magazine (101 entities). 
Positions in this ranking had been determined not only according to the revenues on sales, but also according to the 
total revenues, gross and net profit, and the employment level of companies. In the course of the study, the sample 
frame was extended by the current list of the "Forbes Diamonds 2013" companies (99 entities). The "Diamonds" list 
included companies with the fastest increase in their value. As regards the criterion of size, there were 68 small 
businesses (up to 49 employees), 63 medium-sized companies (50-249 employees) and 69 large enterprises 
(employing over 250 people). 
 
3.2. Research tools 
The study was conducted using PAPI (Paper and Pencil Interview) technique - the quantitative survey was carried out 
with the use of a method based on collecting the data in an open (overt) and standardized way. The basis for the 
research was a questionnaire survey containing 46 questions in the main part and 12 demographic questions. The part 
of the questionnaire can be found in the Appendix A. Before the main survey has been started, pilot testing of the 
research tool on a sample of N= 6 companies was conducted. The questions included in the questionnaire had the 
character of nominal variables (respondents declared the existence of specific obstacles) and ordinal variables 
(respondents indicated the strength of their impact in the 5-point Likert scale). The Cramer's V coefficient was 
determined for nominal variables. It measures the strength of the relationship between the nominal variables. 
 
3.3. Results 
 
As an introduction to the analysis of the survey results, it is worth mentioning that the companies surveyed 
successfully implement the adopted strategy at an average level of 74%, which is a very good result. So, the 
companies participating in the survey do not have significant problems with the implementation or are able to 
effectively introduce appropriate remedies aimed at eliminating potential barriers. It has been assumed that the best 
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indicator for determining the company's performance is the revenue growth rate. The tables below present the research 
results. 
Table 1. Hypotheses and research results. 
Hypothesis V-Cramer p-value 
H1 0.166 0.61 
H2a 0.413 0.00 
H2b 0.294 0.018 
H3 0.116 0.919 
H4 0.332 0.003 
H5 0.299 0.015 
H6 0.211 0.27 
H7 0.190 0.42 
Source. Own research. 
Table 2. Number of companies that confirmed the barriers and their revenues (year 2012 vs 2011). 
Hypothesis No. of companies 
that confirmed the 
barriers 
Serious drop of 
revenues 
(more than -15%) 
Significant drop 
of revenues 
(-15% – -7%) 
Drop of revenues 
(-6% – -3%) 
Stagnation of 
revenues 
(-2% – +2%) 
H1 (N = 187) 10 0 1 1 2 
H2a (N = 185) 17 2 0 4 3 
H2b (N = 187) 20 1 3 2 6 
H3 (N = 186) 13 0 1 1 3 
H4 (N = 187) 37 3 4 1 6 
H5 (N = 186) 37 1 3 4 9 
H6 (N = 187) 39 0 3 2 9 
H7 (N = 187) 21 1 1 0 6 
Source. Own research. 
4. Discussion and conclusions 
Three of the hypotheses (H2, H4, H5) are statistically significant, which allows generalizing the results obtained. In 
the case of the Hypothesis 2, the answers given to two research questions were analysed. For the first one, the 
Cramer's coefficient was 0.413, which means that there is an average statistical relationship between the variables (the 
revenue growth rate and the vaguely formulated assumptions for the strategy). What's important, out of the sample of 
187 companies, only 17 (9.2%) declare a distinct impact of vaguely formulated bases for the development concept on 
the possibility of effective implementation of the strategy. However, when analysing the revenue growth rate in detail, 
it can be noticed that only 6 companies (35.3%) reported a drop in revenues (to -3%), while 3 other (17.64%) - a 
stagnation (from -2% to 2%). Other companies were characterized by an increase in revenues. So much differentiated 
results do not allow indicating explicitly, what the direction of the relationships between the variables is. However, it 
can be presumed that the companies that are aware of the impact of the vaguely formulated strategy on the possibility 
of implementing it, and thus increasing the revenues, take actions to reduce the effect of such aspects, while trying to 
particularize the assumptions of the development concept. A slightly smaller, weak dependence was observed for the 
question 2 (0.294). In this case, the relationship between the revenue growth rate and the internal inconsistency of the 
strategy (inconsistency in the vision, goals, schedule, or budget) was analysed. 20 companies (10.7%) from the 
research sample confirmed the occurrence of such an implementation problem. As in the previous question, a small 
number of companies (only 6) declare a decrease in revenues, while an equal number - stagnation. Nevertheless, it 
seems that an inconsistency in the strategy has a negative impact on the results in a majority of the companies. The 
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answers obtained allow verifying the Hypothesis 2 positively, and thus confirm the existence of a relationship between 
the vaguely formulated strategy and the revenue growth rate, however a thorough analysis of the answers does not 
allow generalizing the conclusions concerning the direction of this relationship.  
The average statistical dependence (at the level of 0.332) was obtained from the results of the surveys conducted to 
verify the Hypothesis 4. Therefore, the existence of a relationship between a poor or insufficient exchange of 
information on the strategy implementation and the revenue growth rate was confirmed, which allows verifying this 
hypothesis positively. The number of companies that have a problem with the communication and information 
exchange is slightly larger than in the case of the previous questions (37 entities). Thus, it seems that this constitutes a 
more problematic barrier to the strategy implementation. However, only 8 of the companies reported a drop in 
revenues, while 6 – a stagnation, which means that in the vast majority of cases, actions are taken to provide the 
information on the implementation progress in an adequate manner and to inform employees about potential 
deviations and the obstacles to the implementation that have been identified. 
A positive verification is also possible in the case of the Hypothesis 5, where existence of a weak statistical 
dependence (0.299 ) between the level of revenues and the lack of coordination when implementing the strategy was 
confirmed. This problem was declared by 37 companies, out of which 21.62% reported a drop in revenues, while 
24.32% – stagnation. Thus, the problems associated with the coordination also constitute a quite significant barrier to 
the strategy implementation. However, the vast majority of the companies noticed the importance of these problems 
and attempted to mitigate the negative consequences in the form of difficulties with achieving the designated 
objectives by taking actions to improve the efficiency in this regard. 
In the case of the remaining four hypotheses, the level of significance does not allow generalizing the conclusions 
and therefore the results can be analysed only in relation to the sample in question. The Hypothesis 1 indicated the 
existence of a very weak dependence (0.166) between a senior management's failure to take actions supporting the 
strategy implementation and the revenue growth rate. It is worth emphasizing that only 10 companies declare the 
occurrence of the problem consisting in the lack of management involvement. What's interesting, this does not 
translate into an explicit drop in revenues. Therefore, it can be presumed that this factor is characterized by a low 
frequency of occurrence and a low negative impact.  
Even a lower level (0.116) of the dependence was obtained in the case of the Hypothesis 3 used to examine the 
relationship between an inappropriate level of knowledge required to implement the strategy among the executive staff 
and the revenue growth rate in the companies surveyed. In this case, also only few companies (13) confirmed the 
occurrence of such difficulties associated with the implementation. The dependence levels obtained do not provide a 
basis to verify both hypotheses positively.  
A slightly higher level of dependence (0.211) was obtained for the Hypothesis 6. It can be stated that in the research 
sample there is a weak relationship between the lack of leaders at lower levels of the organizational structure, who 
would effectively motivate the staff to implement the strategy, and the revenue growth rate. In this case, 39 companies 
declare a negative impact of this factor. Moreover, only 5 companies reported a drop in revenues, and therefore it can 
be assumed that the role of such leaders is informal in many cases. This allows adopting this hypothesis, but only in 
relation to the research sample. A slightly lower level of dependence (0.19) was revealed by the analysis of the 
answers concerning the statement about the relationship between the involvement of employees who are essential from 
the viewpoint of the strategy implementation and the revenue growth rate. This aspect of the problems associated with 
the participation was confirmed by 21 companies (11.2%), which is a relatively low value. In this case, there are no 
grounds to adopt the Hypothesis 7. 
The main limitation of the surveys conducted, resulting from their character and direction, was the subjectivity of 
answers. That's because the aim was to obtain explicit answers that would allow identifying the existence of specific 
types of barriers. Perhaps it would rather be better to ask about the frequency of their occurrence, which should set the 
direction for further studies. In addition, the analyses should be extended by other elements determining the effects of 
the strategies implemented. It would also be worthwhile to consider formulating conclusions in relation to the size of 
companies and therefore to examine the occurrence of barriers to the strategy implementation in the small, medium 
and large companies. 
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Appendix A. The part of the questionnaire 
Basic question - Please specify whether your 
company experienced the following barriers, 
and if yes, how serious problem in 
implementing the strategy of your company 
were / are they. 
 Existence of the 
situation 
The importance 
of the barrier  
(1-5) 
 
A senior management’s lack of support for 
the strategy implementation  
   
Vaguely formulated assumptions of the 
strategy 
  
The internal inconsistency of the strategy 
(inconsistency in the vision, goals, schedule, 
or budget) 
  
An inappropriate level of knowledge required 
to implement the strategy among the 
executive staff 
  
Poor or insufficient exchange of information 
on the strategy implementation 
  
The lack of coordination when implementing 
the strategy 
  
The lack of leaders at lower levels of the 
organizational structure 
  
The lack of involvement of employees who 
are essential from the viewpoint of the 
strategy implementation 
  
 
